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AppUcattonNc: 10/699,323 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-3 6-10, 12-19, 21, 23-30, 32-34, 37-41. 43-45, 48-52 j*nd 54-55 are. currently 
pending in the application. Claims X-3. 5-10. 12-19. 21 . 23-30, 32-34, 37-41. 43-45, 4«-55 have 
been amenaed- No new matter has been introduced. Claims 4, 5. 1 1, 20, 22, 31, 35. 36, 42. 46. 
47 and 53 have been canceled without prejudice. AppUcants believe that the pending claims are 
patentable and in condition for allowance. Applicants respectfliUy request reconsideration of the 
outstanding rejections in view of the comments set fiorth below. 

I. Interview -Q^rh the Examiner 

Applicanis thank the examiner for courtesies extended during the interview on October 
17, 2007. During the interview, the cited references and possible amendments to the claims 
were discussed. 

Tl. Claim Reiecrions undi^ S.C. S lOB^a^ 
In the Office Action: 

claims 1-34, 37-45 and 4S-55 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(8) as being 
unpateniable over U.S. Patent 6.868,526 to Singh (hereinafter "Singh") in view of U.S. Patent 
5,990,901 to Lawton, el al. (liereinafter "Lawton"); and 

claims 35-36 and 46-47 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
■ over Singh in view of Lawton and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,62l,SS0 to Johnson 
(hereinafter "Johnson"). 

AppUcanis respectiuUy n^verse these rejections. For the ease of discussion, each related 
claim set is discussed separately below. 

A riaims 1 -^4, 37-45 and 48-55 

1 r|a{inU^ ,fi-lQ-12-1 9.21and23. 

Claim 1 recites: 

"A method comprising: . . i., i., j 

receiving an input for selecting a first graphical object m an executable block diagram 
representing a system, the first graphical object having one or more properaes; 
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displaying a Ust of one or mote transfoimation operations perfonnable on ihe first 
sraphic*?bjS?for transforming the first graphical object into a second graplncal object for the 
executaWe block ^i-^^^ ^ uazisfonnation operations; and 

SXliS selected one of the one or more transformation operanons on the first 
grapbicS^S for c^Sthe second graphical object, the second graphieai obj^J having one 
fxTcTpr^^ that are different fiom the one or more properties of the first graphical 
object." 

Lawton and Singh, taken either singly or in any reasonable combination do no; disclose 
or suggest "applying the selected one of the one or more transformation operanons on the first 
graphical object for creating tbe second graphical object, the second graphical object having one 
or more properties that arc different from the one or more properties of the first graphical 
object," as recited by amended claim I. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner indicates that Singh does not disclose executing a 
copy and moiph operation (i.e. one of the one or more nransfoimation operations) on the first 
graphical object to create a second graphical object derived firom the first graphical obj ect, 
wherein the second graphical object awtomaiically has one or more properties that are different 
than the first graphical object. (Office Action, page 8. H 4). The Examiner cites Lawton to cure 
the shortcotnings of Singh with regard to this claim element. 

Lawton concerns digiul images that are not graphical objects in an executable block 
diagram. Lawton describes a technique that may be used to edit digital images. See Lawton, 
Abstract. The technique involves selecting an editing effect that is to be appUed to a portion of 
an image, such as a mouth of a picmre of a human face. See Lawton. Col. 13. line 63 to Col. 14, 
Une 17 and Figs. I3a-I3b. Nowbere does Lawton disclose or suggest a graphical object in an 
executable block diagram. Thus, Lawton does not disclose or suggest Applicants' claimed 
-applying the selected one of the one or more transformation operations on the first graphical 
object for creating the second graphical object, the second gr^bical object having one or more 
properties that are different nom ihe one or more properties of the first graphical object," as 
recited by claim I . 

Lawton and Singh are not analogous an to each other. That is, it would not have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Singh with Lawton as there is no rationale 
for a reasonable expectation of success. More specifically, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
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noT be motivated to combine Lawtou's leconfiguration of bitmap images techniques with the 
graphical objects in an executable block diagram. The modification indicated in Lawton is 
reammgement of bitm^ image elements. Accordingly, combining Singh with Lawton would 
not yield the Applicants' claimed second graphical objea having one or more properties that are 
different from the one or more properties of the first graplical object, the fu^t and second 
objects being objects in an executable block diagram. Thus, it would not have been obvious to 
one of ordinary sJdU in the art to combine Singh with J-awton as there is no rationale for a 
reasonable expectation of success. 

Moreover, contrary to the asserrion of the Examiner, Singh does not disclose receiving a 
user input for selecting a graphical object in the diagram at Figure 3, item 42 and related text, 
(Office Action, page 2. § 4). A careful review of Figure 3 and its related text in Singh reveals 
that Singh indicates receiving a selection by a user of a subsystem block corresponding to a 
graphical class defined in a library, not an executable block diagram, (Figure 3, item 42, See 
aha Figure 2B and Col. 4. Unes 20-26). Ukewise, Lawton does not disclose receiving an input 
for selecting a first graphical object in an executable block diagram. The AppUcants. on the 
other hand, claim selecting a graphical object in an executable block diagram, which, as noted 
above, is not taught by either Singh or Lawton. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, the Applicants respectfully submit that Singh and 
Lawton, taken either alone or in any reasonable combination do not disclose or suggest 
"applying the selected one of the one or more nransfonnation operations on the first gr^hical 
object for creating the second gr^bical object, the second graphical objea having one or more 
properties that are different from the one or more properties of the firet graphical object," and 
"receiving an input for selecting a first graphical object in an executable block diagram 
representing a system," as recited by claim 1 . 

Claims 2-3. 6-10, 12 19, 21 and 23 depend from claim I and, as such, incorporate each 
and every element of claim 1 . 

In light of the arguments presented above. AppUcams respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider and withdraw the above rejection of claims 1-3, 6-10, 12-19, 21 and 23 
under 35 U-S.C. § 103(a). 
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1 riaims 2^ ^0,1 and 54 

ClaiTns 24 and 50 recite similar elements 10 claim I. SpecificaUy. claims 24, 50 and 54 
recite -executing a copy and raoipli operation on the first graphical object to create a second 
graphical object for the block diagram, the second graphical object having one or more 
properties that are different &pm the one OTinore properties of the first graphical object." and 
"receiving an input for selecting a fitst graphical object in an executable block diagram 
^senting a system." Claims 25-30, 32-34 depend fiom claim 24 and. as such, incoiporate 

each and every element of claim 24. 

In light of the arguments presented above with respect to claim 1, Applicants respect&Uy 
submit that Singh and Lawtom alone or to any reasonable combination, do not disclose or 
suggest "executing a copy and morph operation on the first graphical object to create a second 
graphical object for the block diagram, the second graphical object having one or more 
properties that are diffwwi from the one or more properties of the first graphical objeci," and 
'-receiving an input for selecting a first graphical object in an executable block diagram 
representing a system," as recited by claims 24, 50 and 54. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfWly request that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw 
the above rejection of claims 24-30, 32-34. 50 and 54 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

f^laim^ ^7- 41. 43-4 5. 51 and 55 

Independent claims 37, 51 and 55 recite similar elements to claim 1. Specifically, claims 
37, 51 and 55 recite "executing a morph operation on the selected graphical object to create a 
second graphical object for the block diagram, the second graphical object to change one or 
more properties of the selected graphical object for the executable block diagram," and 
-receiving an input for selecting a graphical object in an executable block diagram representing a 
system." Claims 38-41, 43-45 depend from claim 37 and. as such, incorporate each and every 
element of claim 37. 

In Ught of the arguments presented above with respect to claim I. AppBcants respectfijlly 
submit that Singh and Lawton. alone or in any reasonable combination, does not disclose or 
suggest "executing a morph operation on the selected graphical object to create a second 
graphical object for the block diagnun, the second graphical object to change one or more 
properties of the selected gr^hical object for the executable block diagram." and "receiving an 
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input for selecting a graphical object in an executable block diagram representing a system," as 
recited by 37, 51 and 55. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request tbat the Examiner reconsider and withdraw 
the above rejection of claims 37-41, 43-45, 51 and 55 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

^ rtaims 48 -4«> and 52 

Independent claims 48 and 52 recite similar elements to claim I. Specifically, claims 48 
and 54 recite '"flying the selected one of the one or mote transformation operations on the first 
graphical object for creating the second graphical object, the second graphical object having one 
or TOOW properties fbftt are different from the one or more properties of the first graphical 
object," and "receiving an inpm for selecting a first graphical object in an executable block 
diagram representing a system." Claim 49 depends from claim 48 an4 as such, incorporates 
each and every element of claim 48. 

In hght of the arguroeitts presented above with respect to claim I, AppUcants respectfully 
submit that Singh and Lawton. alone or in any reasonable combination, does not disclose or 
suggest "applying the selectai one of the one or more n-ansformation operations on the fnst 
graphical object for creating the second graphical object, the second graphical object having one 
or more properties that are di fferent firom the one or more properties of the first graphical 
object," and "receiving an inpat for selecting a first graphical object in an executable block 
diagram representing a system," as recited by claims 48 and 52. 

Accordingly. AppHcanis respectfiilly request that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw 
the above rejection of claims 48-49 and 52 under 35 U.S.C, § l03Ca), 
R. Claims 3 ^-^ft and 46-47 

Applicants have canceled claims 35-36 and 46-47. Therefore, the rejection of these 
claims is moot. 
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rONCLUSION 

In view of the above cQraroen^s, Applicants believe the pending appUcation is in 
condition for allowance and urge the pxarainer to pass the claims to allowance. Should the 
Hxaroiner feel that a teleconference would expedite the prosecution of this applicatioa, the 
Exsantaer is urged to contact Applicants' attorney at (617) 227-7400. 

Please charge any shortage or credit any oveipayment of fees to our Deposit Account No. 
12-0080, under Order No. MWS-089. In the event that a petition for an extension of time is 
required to be submitted herewith, and the requisite petition does not accompany this response, 
the undersigned hereby petitions undw 37 C.FJL §I.l36{a) for an extension of time for as many 
months as are required to render this submission timely. Any fee due is authorized to be charged 
to the aforementioned Deposit Accowt. 



Dated: November 19. 2007 Respectfidly submitted. 

By. 

David R. Bums 

Registration No,: 46,590 

t AHIVE & COCICFIELD, LLP 

One Post Office Square 

Boston, Massachusetts 02109-2X27 

(617) 227-7400 

(617) 742-4214 (Fax) 

Attomey/Agent For Applicant 
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